The Quran, VI: 166 Many Islamic reformist movements are struggling to establish an Islamic economic order. This would be an ideal society based on the teachings of Islam and resembling Islam's golden age, when Muhammad ruled over Medina for ten years (A.D. 622-32) . Similar to other utopias, the Islamic ideal world would be a just and humane society, without the exploitation, domination, alienation, and other social ills that have afflicted the contemporary capitalist and socialist societies. Islamic economic order is presented by these reformist movements and their theoreticians as a third path (neither capitalism nor socialism), a path toward social harmony and economic justice. Islamic economists have attempted to delineate the general outline of the organization of economic relations according to the teachings of Islam. The study of the outline of an Islamic economic order is called Islamic economic^.^ 1 would like to thank Bahram Tavakolian, the anonymous referee, and the editors of CSSH for their comments and corrections. The opinions and remaining errors are mine. I would also like to express my gratitude to Akbar Mahdi for lending me some otherwise unavailable writings of Ali Shariati and the Mojahedin, and to Emily Hoffmire of Denison's library for her cheerful assistance in searching the seven comers of the world to find my sources. This study has been supported by a grant from Program for Inter-Institutional Collaboration in Area Studies, University of Michigan, and an R. C. Good Fellowship from Denison University.
The Quran is cited from The Meaning ofthe Glorious Koran: An E.xplanatory Translation by Mohammed Marmaduke Pickthall (New York: The New American Library). Islamic economics in Iran is of special interest to the students of social movements and Islam. The Iranian brand of Islamic economics has been distinctly more radical than those presented in other Muslim countries, as the contemporary Islamic movement in Iran grew with the 1979 revolutionary uprising. Moreover, the Iranian case is of special interest because the 1979 revolution there provided the momentum for establishing an Islamic social order, a rare opportunity afforded few reformist movements in history. Therefore, the study of Islamic economics in Iran is an exploration in the limits and viability of Islamic radicalism.
Islamic economics is a relatively recent entrant into the Iranian intellectual arena. Although some treatises had presented outlines of an Islamic economy in Iran as early as the 1950s, the discussion of the nature of economic relations according to Islam entered social discourse in Iran in the midst of the 1979 revolutionary m~v e m e n t .~ The Persian translation of Seyyed Muhammad Baqir Sadr's lqtisadilncl (Our Economics), first published in Arabic in Beirut in 1961, received only little attention, even among Muslim intellectuals, when it appeared in Iran in 1971. The discourse on the organization of an Islamic economy began only when the fall of the Shah appeared inevitable. Abolhasan Banisadr's Eqtesad-e Towhidi (Monotheistic Economics) was first published abroad in 1978, only a few months before the fall of the regime.
The struggle to establish an Islamic economic system began when the Islamic Republic of Iran was constituted. However, defining the Islamic economic system proved a formidable task in post-revolutionary Iran because so many interpretations existed as to what may be regarded as the fundamental characteristics of such a system. I have discussed elsewhere the general theoretical and epistemological debates defining an Islamic economic system and the spectrum of social relations of production that Islamic economists have proposed.4 Here I will examine the issue in revolutionary Iran. In contrast to other critiques of Islamic economics in Iran, this essay presents the full spectrum of approaches to the organization of social relations of production that various strands of Islamic economics proposed in revolutionary tique," Journal of Economic Behavior and Organirntion. 4:4 (December 1983) . 353-79; and Farhad Nomani and Ali Rahnema, Islamic Economic Systems (London: Zed Press, 1994) .
Mojtaba Navvab-Safavi, Burnameh-ye Enqelabi-ye Fada'ian Eslam (1 950), provides a brief sketch of the mode of organizing commerce in his ideal Islamic society. Also, Seyyed Mahmood Taleqani's Eslam va Malekiyat, a preliminary analysis of Islam's view on economic matters, was first vublished in 1951, and is available in English as Islam and Ownership, translated from ~e r s i a n by Ahmad Jabbari and Farhang Rajaee (~exington KY: Mazda Publishers, 1983) .
Sohrab Behdad, "Property Rights in Contemporary Islamic Economic Thought: A Critical Perspective," Review of Sociul Economy, 47:2 (1989) , 18.5-21 1; idem, "Islamic Economics: A Utopian-Scholastic-Neoclassical-Keynesian Synthesis," Research in the Hisrory of Economic Thought arid Merhodology. vol. 9 (1992) , 221-32. Theoretically, the most fundamental and controversial aspect of Shariati's thought is his conception of history. According to Shariati, the Islamic philosophy of history is "based on certain kind of historical determinism."lO Historical determinism in itself is well within the tradition of Islamic orthodoxy. The controversial dimension of Shariati's philosophy of history is his dialectical frame of analysis and his implied (and frequently explicit) reliance on materialism. These elements of his analysis bring him close to a crude version of Marxian historical materialism, a charge made by his orthodox Muslim opponents in spite of his repeated statements rejecting materialism. Here is the essence of his philosophy of history.
Shariati first states his philosophy of human nature:
On account of his dualistic and contradictory nature. man, this dialectical phenomenon, is compelled to be always in motion. His own self is the stage for a battle between two forces that results in a continuous evolution toward perfection. This movement is from clay toward God. But where is God? God is infinity. . . . Thus the movement of man is from infinite lowliness toward infinite exaltation.12
He then proceeds with his philosophy of history:
The war of Adam [the struggle between spirit and clay, God and Satan] was a subjective, inner one . . . but the war between his two sons was an objective one that took place in outer life. The story of Cain and Abel is therefore the source of our philosophy of history. . . . The war between Cain and Abel is the war between two opposing fronts that have existed throughout the history, in the form of a historical dialectic. History. therefore, like man himself, consists of a dialectical process. The contradiction begins with the killing of Abel by Cain. Now Abel, in my opinion, represents the age of a pasture-based economy, of the primitive socialism that preceded ownership, and Cain represents the system of agriculture, and individual monopoly ownership. '' These representations are based on what the two brothers offer as sacrifice to God. Cain offers corn; and Abel, a camel. Abel, the pastoral man, was killed by Cain, the landowner. Shariati claims that, therefore, the killing of Abel by Cain represents the end of the stage of communal ownership, primitive communism, and the advent of private ownership, a class society. According to Shariati, this began a permanent war between the owners and the dispos- vol. 16 . There are also two other volumes to this work, Eslamshenasi ( 2 ) vol. 17 and Eslamshenasi (3) vol. 18 . They are transcribed from audio tapes by Daftar-e Tadvin va Tanzim-e Majmo'eh-e Asar-e Mo'allem-e Shahid Ali Shariati (henceforth Daftar) and published in Tehran by Entesharat-e Qalam (1981) .
l 1 Ali Shariati, Ensun, Marksism va Eslam. In this pamphlet. Shariati refutes the allegation of being a materialist. Here (page 63, Campbell's translation ) he points out that "one may find shared elements in any opposing schools of thought" and "similarities of ideals are typically confused with ideological similarities." l 2 Shariati, On the Soc.iology of Islam, [92] [93] 98. sessed, the oppressors and the oppressed, the party of Cain and that of Abel. In his philosophy of history, and repeatedly in his other presentations, Shariati introduces a distinctly Marxian account of class formation based on the existence of property ownership.14 Shariati, however, contends that he differs with Marx in his explanation of "this critical point in history," that is, the formation of private property. Shariati maintains that, contrary to Marx, "it is not ownership that is a factor in acquisition of power," but that "power and coercion were the factors that first bestowed ownership on the individual."l5 It appears that he was not aware of Marx's notion of primitive accumulation.16 Shariati also accepts Marx's formulation that social formations develop in successive stages, from primitive communes to advanced capitalism and finally to "the triumph of the proletariat."17 However, Shariati contends that Marx is "confused" in his formulation of these stages in the course of history. According to Shariati, societies can have only one of two possible social structures: a classless society, as in primitive and advanced communism, which he calls "the structure of Abel;" or a class society, as in slavery, feudalism, and capitalism, which he calls "the structure of Cain."l8 Shariati's descriptions of the characteristics and even the process of development of these historical stages are, however, closely similar to the analysis of MarxlY presented in popular Marxian pamphlets already familiar to many Iranian intellectuals.20
Shariati then concludes that the weapon of both Cain and Abel has been religion. The religion of Cain is polytheism (sherk), the banner of the oppressors, the religion of a class society. The religion of Abel is monotheism (divine unity, or towhid), the banner of the oppressed, the religion of a classless society.2' In Shi'ism this opposition, according to Shariati, is manifested in the struggle between two tendencies. They are Alavi Shi'ism, the religion of struggle and liberation, and Safavi Shi'ism, the religion of alienation and o p p r e~s i o n .~~ Shariati, then, maintains that the existing Shi'i clergy represents Safavi Shi'ism. It expounds a conservative interpretation of Islam. Konim?," in Chehhayad Kard? Majmo'eh-e Asar, vol. 20, Daftar (Tehran: Entesharat-e Sabz. 1981). 292, and Islamic Renaissance in "Pedar! Madar! Ma Mottahamim," in Majmo'eh-e Asar, vol. 22. 169. 25 In some of his arguments, Shariati's justification for Shi'i Protestantism is based on rejecting Safavi Shi'ism as the religion of the party of Cain, which must have existed in one form or another from the beginning of history. However, on other occasions he bases his analysis on the needs of changing times and social circumstances. This is his line of argument in his Eslamshenasi (I), and Tarikh va Shenakht-e Adyan ( I ) , and Tarikh va Shenakht-e Adyan (Z), Majmo'eh-e Asar, vol. 15, Daftar (Tehran: Enteshar. 1983 ).
'h Rohollah Khomeini, Kashf al-Asrar (Qum: n.p., n. d [circa 19431 Mutahhari's principal attack is aimed at Shariati's materialist conception of history. Mutahhari points out that "the destiny of history," according to the Quran, is "the triumph of faith over faithlessness,"" and redemption is not for any particular class.34 He argues that, since "the spirit has substantive reality, and matter is in no way prior to spirit," anyone, even oppressors, can become believers.35 He, therefore, regards as "an out-and-out lie" the assertion that the Quran divides society into two pairs of poles, polytheism associated with wealth and arrogance, and monotheism with being oppressed and deprived.36 Mutahhari, therefore, regards the conception that two religions exist, one for the oppressed and another for the oppressors, as non-Islamic and Marxist.37 For Mutahhari, many more oppressed people than oppressors join the rank of the believers because the oppressors have more to liberate themselves from than the oppressed, who have nothing to lose and many benefits to hope for by converting to Islam.38 To the extent that Mutahhari states that one's class position is not necessarily determined by one's class origin and that some from the rank of oppressors may become believers and thus turn against their own class, he is not "' For a review of the ideological differences between Mutahhari and Shariati, see Ali Rahnema and Farhad Nomani, The Secrrlar Miracle, Religion. Politics and Economic Policx in Iran (London: Zed Press, 1990) Is it they who apportion their Lord's mercy? We have apportioned among them their livelihood in the life of the world, and raised some of them above others in rank that some of them may take labour from others: and the mercy of thy Lord is better than (the wealth) that they amass (XLII1:32)." ' Mutahhari engages in a long exegesis of this verse to conclude that the word, sukhriyan, translated as "may take labour from others," does not imply that those of the lower ranks are coerced to submit their labor to those of the higher ranks, although the word sukhriyan is derived from the verb noun, taskhir, meaning to tame or conquer. And covet not the things in which Allah hath made some of you excel others. Unto men a fortune from that which they have earned, and unto women a fortune from that which they have earned. (Envy not one another) but ask Allah of his bounty. Lo! Allah is ever Knower of all things (IV:32).
Of course, Mutahhari condemns discrimination and oppression, as he rejects equality. Equality, however, is generally regarded as a positive value in a system of ethics praising compassion and brotherhood. Thus, Mutahhari presents a lengthy discussion to justify inequality in an ideal Islamic society.47 He maintains that the existence of difference among individuals is as natural as difference in the characteristics of geometrical shapes. Mutahhari points out that we cannot say that triangles have been oppressed because the sum of their angles is one-half of that of r e~t a n g l e s .~8 People's capacities are simply different. The equality valued in Islam, according to Mutahhari, is that of opportunity and of the absence of exploitation. He calls this "positive equality," in which all strive freely and according to their abilities and opportunities, and all are tamed [put to work] by one another. That is, bilateral employment is the rule. Insofar as natural difference and discrepancies among individuals are the rule, whoever has the greater power and ability will attract the greater number of forces to himself.4y
Thus, once the differences in initial conditions of individuals are accepted as natural and just and the norms of "bilateral employment" are accepted as nonoppressive, the outcome of social process is moral and just. Then the question is, what are the norms of "bilateral employment" in the social relations of production? The issue is essentially defined in terms of the extent of private property rights and the role of the state in limiting such rights by intervening in the economy.
S T A T E A N D T H E L I M I T S O F P R I V A T E P R O P E R T Y R I G H T S I N A N I S L A M I C S O C I E T Y
There is the unequivocal belief among Muslim theologians and scholars that the ownership of property in this world belongs only to God.50 The Quran is explicit on this issue. "Unto Allah belongeth whatsoever is in the heavens and whatsoever is in the earth" (II1:129). This or similar verses are repeated elsewhere in The Q~r a n .~' Yet, the right of the individual to hold property is accepted and respected. The dichotomy of ownership between God and man Mutahhari, F~~ndamentals, 94-96 and his 'Adl-e Elahi (Qum: Entesharat-e Eslami, 19821, 150-54 is reconciled by the notion of the trusteeship of man and man's accountability to God. The Quran declares that "He it is who hath made you regents in the earth" (XXXV:39) and "Believe in Allah and His messenger, and spend of that whereof He hath made you trustees" (LVII:7).
The ultimate ownership of God and the regency of man on earth is the source of ambiguity in property rights in Islam. God's ultimate ownership implies that His ownership supersedes the right of the individual to property. Thus, God's ownership is absolute and inalienable, and an individual's ownership is conventional, conditional, relative, and limited.52 If an individual's property rights interfere with the realization of God's will on earth, limits must be imposed on private property rights. An Islamic state, by definition, represents the will of God. Therefore, the state will be the judge of interference and the abrogator of individual property rights, in accordance with the divine law (Shari'a), in order to protect the collective welfare of the society of Muslims (ommat). The restrictiveness of the limits imposed on individual property rights will depend upon the extent to which individual rights interfere with the realization of God's will, as defined by the Islamic state, in the society of Muslims. The ambiguities in Islam's teachings give rise, however, to jurisprudential disputes in interpreting the Shari'a on the limits of private property rights or, said differently, on the limits of state intervention in abrogating private property rights. The intensity and the range of these disputes are, naturally, determined by socio-political circumstances. With the wide range of social groups within the Islamic movement in the sharply polarized social structure of Iran, the debate on the limits of property rights, and thus on the organization of the economic system, was remarkably intense. The debate in Iran began with the domination of a radical tendency much to the left of the Islamic movement outside of Iran.53 In the revolutionary and postrevolutionary period in Iran, three principal approaches to the interpretation of the limit of property rights in Islam may be identified. I refer to them as radical, populist-statist, and conservative or laissez-faire approaches.
T H E R A D I C A L A P P R O A C H
Following Shariati, the radical approach negates private property rights as the basis and the manifestation of polytheism. To Shariati, "private ownership . . . is the source of various ills, among which are the disruption of social relations and the negation of values."54 He contends that Islam is in opposition to "capitalism, private ownership and class exploitation."55 Thus, according to Shariati, Islamic liberation is accompanied by the rejection of private '2 Seyyed Mahmood Taleqani's Eslam va Malekiyat (Tehran: Enteshar, 1965 property and the struggle toward establishing a monotheistic classless soci-
The Organization of Mojahedin Khalq Iran (hereafter, the Mojahedin, a plural noun), formed in the mid-1960s, had a close affinity with Shariati's thought. Many recruits to this radical, Islamic organization had their introductory lessons from Shariati's lectures and lecture notes. The Mojahedin, like Shariati, had a deterministic view of the course of historical development. They, however, were remarkably more blunt than Shariati in their regard for Marxist epistemology and methodology.57 Their 1972 internal organizational document on epistemology was a clear restatement of the basic tenets of historical materialism.58 These views were reiterated later, in February 1980, in a series of lectures by Mas'od Rajavi on "The Laws and Concept of Ev0lution."5~ Similarly, the Mojahedin's book for teaching economics to their members, written by one of their leaders, was directly based on Marx's theory of value and exploitation.60 The Mojahedin have objected emphatically to the charge leveled at them by their Muslim opponents of being eclectic IslamicMarxists.61 The Mojahedin, however, have admitted to accepting Marxist social thought while rejecting atheism.62
In any case, the Mojahedin believed that class struggle, shaped by the nature of exploitive property relations in any given stage in the historical development of societies, is the dynamic force of history.6' Thus, "to separate the class struggle from Islam is to betray Islam."64 To the Mojahedin, therefore, the monotheistic society is "one in which class contradictions have been necessarily resolved" and a "classless society" has been e~t a b l i s h e d .~~ This monotheistic classless society, according to the Mojahedin, is a society of abundance, in which the fruits of high technology can be enjoyed. Furthermore, in this society, "commodity relations" would have been eradicated and the economy would have been demonetized. The Mojahedin argued in their 1980 pamphlet that "as long as there is money, there is exploitation."66 Shariati and the Mojahedin both expressed unequivocal opposition to cap- Ibid., 18. italism. They both also recognized, in the context of their historical determinism, that capitalism had progressed as a stage in the process of historical development of European societies. However, they rejected the notion that Iranian society must go through a similar historical path. According to Shariati, Iran is now where Europe was at the end of the Middle Ages. He stated that Iranian society, with its peculiar economic structure and culture as an agrarian society with a weak "national bourgeoisie" and a strong Islamic cultural orientation, as well as its economic and cultural dependence on Europe and North America, cannot experience what Europe went through in the fifteenth and sixteenth ~e n t u r i e s .~~ Not only it is not possible to repeat the historical experience of Europe, he continued, but we should not want to subject ourselves to the unhappy fate of Europe and North America, that is, "machinism" and capitalism. He echoed Frantz Fanon by saying "we must not make a second Europe out of Africa and Asia."68 The Mojahedin also explicitly pointed out that the path toward capitalist development has come to a dead end with the domination of imperialism on the world economic order. Economic development in the periphery, stated the Mojahedin, requires eradicating dependency and pursuing a strategy that would negate class relations.6' Shariati, in the context of his own historical circumstances, saw a "return to the true self," that is, cultural independence, as a prerequisite for the struggle for economic i n d e p e n d e n~e .~~
The monotheistic classless society of Shariati and the Mojahedin is the historical destiny in a long, continual evolutionary process which would take us away from separateness and alienation to unity and m~n o t h e i s m .~~ Thus, it is reached, as Shariati puts it, at the akher-e zaman, when Imam-e Zaman, the Twelfth Imam, returns from o c~u l t a t i o n .~~ This classless society is clearly a socialist one. Shariati calls it a "genuine socialist" society. Unlike dictatorialbureaucratic socialism, it is not one-dimensional in its materialism and recognizes human liberation and the essentiality of h~m a n i s m .~3 Meanwhile, the Mojahedin argued that recognizing historical and socio-economic realities requires the revolutionaries to be flexible, adding, in their statement on the first anniversary of the 1979 revolution, that "we do not say that private property, capitalism, or a national market should not exist."74 That is, property and market relations will be abolished gradually in successive phases of the revolutionary process. In this way, the Mojahedin formulated a political platform closely similar to that of the Marxist organizations which recognized the 1979 Iranian revolution as a popular democratic revolution. To the Mojahedin the "principal contradiction" in the 1979 revolution was the "contradiction between the popular forces (khalq) and imperialism" and not the "contradiction between labor and ~apital."~5 This is reflected in their fourteenpoint "Minimum Expectation Program," which demanded land redistribution, reform in labor law, formation of worker compensation, and nationalization of large enterprises, particularly those belonging to the dependent bourgeoisie.76
T H E POPULIST-STATIST A P P R O A C H The populist-statist approach accepts private property rights within some socially determined limitations. These limits are to be imposed in order to maintain social equity by guaranteeing everyone the ability to exercise the right to ownership. This may be done by limiting "excessive" or "monopolistic" ownership. This approach places the Islamic state in a position to define property rights and to set limits for exercising them. The bases of the populist-statist position are the notions that God is the ultimate owner and that Islam's emphasizes social harmony. This position was articulated by Muhammad Baqir sad^-,^^ a Shi'i mojtahed (jurist) from Iraq executed by the Iraqi government for supporting the Iranian revolution. Sadr, like Taleqani and Tabataba'i, among others, argues that God has made the wealth of nature available to mankind to use for society's ~e l f a r e .~8 He then argues that the individuals, in exercising their private property rights, must look after society's welfare, as determined by Divine R e~e l a t i o n .~~ Therefore, private property rights are subject to fiduciary principles and as such are neither natural nor irrevocable.80
According to Sadr, an Islamic economic system is based on three principles: mixed ownership, limited economic freedom, and social justice.81 He argues that acceptance of mixed ownership separates Islam from both socialism and capitalism, which, he maintains, accept or reject private ownership completely, at least as a matter of p r i n~i p l e .~~ He then proposes three categories of ownership in Islam: state, public, and p r i~a t e .~3 These are, in fact, destitute" in their wealth, and the hoarders of wealth are promised "the fire of hell" (LXX:15-25). But since the benevolence of the wealthy may not be sufficient, the state must take part in the economy to insure social justice. In "exceptional circumstances," when the state cannot itself establish social welfare enterprises, it can help individuals to do so.89 Sadr steps beyond the traditional conservative view of the Islamic jurists and puts forth the notion of social balance. According to Sadr, the basis of ownership in Islam is work.90 This view is based on the verse in the Quran: "And that man hath only that for which he maketh effort" (LII:39). Although many Islamic jurists interpret "effort" here to mean only the general sense of the word, Sadr views it as labor in this verse. This does not, however, imply that Sadr accepts the Marxist view on exploitation or suggests abolishing inequalities. Sadr believes in the neoclassical value theory and the determination of market price on the basis of utility (demand) and scarcity (supply).91 Moreover, according to Sadr, return on capital is legitimate under Islamic contracts such as sharecropping (mozara'ah), profit sharing (mozarabah), partnership (rnosharakat), trade, and rent. 92 Sadr, however, perceives limitations on such returns on capital. Most important, he argues that wage labor may not be used to acquire natural resources. He claims that the basis of ownership of these resources is direct labor. Thus, for example, one cannot hire workers to collect fire wood from forests, to exploit open mines, or to bring unusable (mawat meaning dead) land under cultivation.93 The owners of tools used in the process may receive only rent commensurate with their depre~iation.9~ Of course wage labor may be used in the production process, as long as the employer, who claims ownership over output, provides the material of production, a view based on a Physiocratic supposition that value is created only by nature and therefore the output belongs to whoever owns the material of production.95 Thus, although land ownership may be established only by direct labor, agricultural production, and for that matter any other market activity, may be conducted by wage labor, as long as the material of production is provided by the employer. Similarly, sharecropping is legitimate only when seeds are provided by the land owner, otherwise it is p r~h i b i t e d .~~
Because the material and tools of production are forms of capital, this is not in any way different from recognizing gains from capital, except that they are recognized more explicitly and less restrictively in accepting profits from partnership, profit sharing, rent, and of course, in accepting wage labor in the production process. Like most Islamic jurists, Sadr recognizes the return on capital, as long as that capital is not engaged in monopolistic or speculative activities.97 Sadr also accepts the legitimacy of inequality based on differences in individual capacities. He asks, for example, "how else can we explain that one becomes a slave and another becomes an owner or a lord?"98 Sadr, however, maintains that since the basis of ownership is work, the degree of inequality in society can be no more than what may be the manifestation of differences in individual capacities, provided no one is exploited. From this he concludes his conception of social balance. That is, everyone must be able to live within a socially acceptable standard of living, albeit with some variations reflecting differences in individuals' drive and capacities.99 The state has the responsibility to help and to provide capital for those who are in need, so that the differences in the living standards and the gap between the classes are reduced. lo0
Sadr points out that in an Islamic society, concentration of capital by individuals cannot become so large that it would endanger the social balance. Thus, the activities of the private sector would remain within a "reasonable" level. He, however, realizes that in contemporary economies certain activities must be carried out by large enterprises. He, therefore, believes that the state must establish and run these large enterprises.10l
Sadr envisions a world of small farmers, merchants, and crafts workers, with a large and powerful state that intervenes extensively in the economy to assure that the market transactions adhere to the precepts of Islam, maintaining a relatively narrow inequality gap and an acceptable standard of living for all. Moreover, the state would take on the task of creating products that require large investments beyond the reach of small entrepreneurs. The state will be also responsible for limiting the accumulation of private capital, even when such accumulations could be allowed because the market relations are acceptable to Islamic jurisprudence. Thus, the state, according to Sadr, must be continually engaged in appropriating "excessive" accumulations. Therefore, to fulfill its mission, an Islamic state must be engaged in a constant confrontation with the most dynamic segment of the market which manages to maintain a high rate of accumulation.
Sadr had a powerful impact on the reformist Muslim intellectuals in Iran when they began their search for the tenets of an Islamic economy in the revolutionary and post-revolutionary period. Sadr had formulated a model that would provide freedom of market activities for small merchants and industrialists, while promising economic justice and equity, and a decent standard of living for all. Of course, the traditional Islamic view has always promoted the cause of the poor. It has asked the rich and powerful to use their compassion and charity (enfaq) to help the needy and destitute and asked the wealthy to restrain their desire for accumulation-but, little more. Even Ayatollah Taleqani, who acquired the title of the Abu Dharr of the Age for his defense of the underprivileged, fell short of suggesting an explicit concept of social balance in his treatise, Eslam va Malekiyat. 102 Although Taleqani maintains that the state may impose taxes and set constraints on market activities to insure adherence to the Shari'a, he argues that the state has no business taking over production or distribution in the market.10Vo Taleqani, the government's monopoly is "unjust," "un-natural," and "illegitimate."lOValeqani's famous treatise was last revised in 1965, and many of his thoughts had changed in the subsequent years. But these changes are not systematically elaborated, although his ideological defense of the poor and the oppressed is eloquently and explicitly stated in his essays in interpretation of the Quran and in his sermons and speeches in the revolutionary period, before his death in September 1979.Io5 However, at a time when the views of Shariati and the political activism of the Mojahedin overshadowed the Islamic movement in Iran, Sadr's analysis appeared deficient to the radicalized Muslims in two important respects. First, Sadr did not explore the question of imperialism and dependency. This, as we saw, was a significant element in the teachings of Shariati; in the political platform of the Mojahedin: and, of course, in the analysis of the non-Islamic left. This omission may have been unintentional but was nevertheless a serious deficiency. What was clearly unpalatable to the radicalized Muslims was Sadr's unequivocal acceptance of capitalist relations of production (albeit in the context of the rule of the Shari'a) and his neoclassicai method of analysis. Few among the radical Muslim intellectuals were sufficiently familiar with modem economics to challenge Sadr on his methodological approach. Moreover, Muslims intellectuals found Sadr's analysis progressive when compared to the traditional Islamic views of property rights and economic relations. Sadr's stature as a jurist and the respect that he enjoyed among the Iranian clergy for his support of the Iranian revolution made his reformist model appealing to the Muslim intellectuals, even though they found areas of basic disagreements with him. Some criticisms were, however, directed toward Sadr's acceptance of market relations. Most conspicuous among these criticisms are those by Muhammad Kazem Mosavi-Bojnordi, the translator of volume 1 of Sadr's Iqtisaduna. He takes issue with Sadr on a number of occasions when Sadr points to the similarity between Islam and capitalism. For example, when Sadr rejects Marx's theory of value and concludes that the alleged antagonism between labor and "owner" is not unavoidable, MosaviBojnordi adds in a footnote that "we do not endorse what the author states in an implicit defense of capitalism."106 Or elsewhere, the translator adds that "the author is incorrect when he states that there is a common dimension between the evil system of capitalism and the just economic system of Islam."l07
Radical Statism of Peyman and the Ommatiha
Sadr, nonetheless, provides the framework of a system capable of further radical reformulation. Peyman is most prominent among those who present such a reformulation. Habibollah Peyman, who uses the pen-name of Paydar, was the leader of the Society of Combatant Muslims (Jame'e-ye Mosalmanan-e Mobarez), formed in the course of the revolutionary movement. The Society is often referred to in Iran as the Peyman's Group (Goroh-e Peyman) or the Ommat Group (Ommatiha, a reference to their newspaper, Ommat).
Peyman rejects the notion of property rights by a logical extension of the concept that God is the ultimate owner. He maintains that since all natural resources belong to God, everyone has a right to take advantage of them, a notion that others have referred to as "people's (nus) ownership."lo8 Therefore, resources must be accessible to all who want to apply their creative labor to benefit from them. Furthermore, individuals have no right to possess any more of the fruits of nature than they need. 109 Peyman continues his argument by maintaining that since tools are products of advances in human civilization and are the inseparable part of the labor process and since everyone has the natural and social right to engage in productive work, everyone has the right to own tools of production.ll0 In this way Peyman rejects accumulation of capital. In his view, capital accumulation is possible only through exploitation. He points out that one may use his excess income to purchase tools of production and resources and to hire workers, who are deprived of their own means of production, in order to organize production. The employer, then, will take in the surplus value (Peyman's term) created by the workers. l 2 This surplus value will be used for increasing the scale of production, which enables the employer to hire yet more workers and to take in more surplus value. Peyman argues that "if everyone had the right to own tools of production and had access to natural resources, then no one would have been willing to sell his labor power."ll3 Thus, Peyman maintains that, according to Islam, only what is received as the result of one's own labor is legitimate. Anything beyond that, from the use of one's ownership of resources or employment of labor of others, is exploitation and, therefore, illegitimate. He extends this argument to conclude that in the modem age, when technology enables many people to engage in largescale production in large enterprises, the state must take an active role in the production process. That is, in order to eliminate exploitation in society, all large enterprises must be owned and operated by cooperatives, where only the direct producers will receive the benefits, or by the state.llVhe Islamic state must also, according to Peyman, provide social insurance for all individuals. l I 5
Peyman reformulates Sadr's model of an Islamic society by limiting property ownership to the extent that may be used only by one's own labor. To him, any ownership of the means of production beyond this, when it involves employment of wage labor, is exploitation. In other words, Peyman unequivocally rejects commoditization of labor and relations between capital and labor, when Sadr's objection was only to employing wage labor to make use of natural resources. Peyman points out that "any [social] acc~mulation."l8 He depicts the system of world domination in a model quite similar to dependency theory, although he admits his lineage only to Frangois Perroux and extends his analysis from the study of economic relations on a world scale to that of interpersonal relations.119 Banisadr states that "the world is made of two groups of elements, those who dominate and those who are Domination is inflicted by coercion, and the dominating powers exploit those who are dominated. This, he contends, gives rise to the process of accumulation and the dynamics of inequality, which form the basis for the false perception of scarcity in society. But, he argues, scarcity is only the manifestation of social c i r c u m~t a n c e s . l~~ Banisadr's contention about abundance in nature is based on the Quranic verses, such as: "Lo! We have created everthing by measure" (LIV:49). Banisadr argues that "the existing economic science is the science that teaches how to manipulate, and even aggravate scarcity in order to acquire maximum coercive power."l22 Banisadr, thus, claims that monotheistic economics attempts to resolve "the contradiction between Man and the powers which seek concentration and accumulation."123 He contends that this contradiction will be resolved in a society in which ownership would be based only on labor, everyone could become an owner, the sources of concentration and accumulation would be removed, the power of ownership of individuals over their labor would continue to increase, and the benefits of one's own labor would be enjoyed by oneself. He adds "this would be a world with no borders and no destructive powers." 24 By placing labor as the foundation of ownership, Banisadr rejects any claim that capital owns output. To him, the proposition in rejecting capital's claim to output follows from his principal axiom on labor-based ownership rights. He seeks affirmation for his claim in a verse in the Quran on rejection of usury (riba, excessive gains).l25 Banisadr, however, ignores the restrictions that Sadr puts on labor's claim to output, but, like Sadr and unlike Peyman, does not challenge the commercial practices that result in accumulating profit. 127 He believes the Islamic law of inheritance, dividing one's wealth primarily among the offspring, will prevent "accumulation and concentration" of private wealth. 128 Banisadr's rejection of the power of the state is the overriding element in his monotheistic utopia and a major departure from Sadr's notion of such a society. In this context he even suggests limiting the power of the Imam, the ruler of an Islamic state because in a monotheistic society "everyone would participate in the leadership of society while the organization of productive activities is left to the individuals."'29 His rejection of the state's power, even in an Islamic society, is based on his avid objection to socialism. He quotes Proudhon who says "giving the state the right of ownership on behalf of the society is to say 'long live the p0lice!'"~30 Thus, like the ownership of the Imam, that of individuals, must be limited.
Banisadr's utopia is what the Hidden (Twelfth) Imam has promised. Banisadr quotes Imam Baqir (the Fifth Imam) on this utopia:
At the time of resurrection of the Hidden Imam, there would be nothing but friendship and unity, to the extent that one would be free to take whatever one needs from anyone else . . . The Imam will divide everything equally among everyone.I3' This, according to Banisadr, would be a global society of abundance, with no national borders, discrimination, coercion, or domination. Knowledge will be the rule, and no one would remain ignorant. In this society, the rule will be "from each according to his potentials, and to each according to his devot i~n . " l~Õnce the rule of Islam is established, it will take some time ("twelve generations") to reach this ideal state. Before reaching the ideal state, the inheritance laws will be the equalizing force in the society of Muslims.
T H E C O N S E R V A T I V E , L A I S S E Z F A I R E APPROACH^^'
The conservative view of Islamic economics is based on the traditional fiqh (Islamic jurisprudence). For centuries, these views have constituted a signifi- Ibid., 320. '3' Ibid., 320-1 . "3 Ibid., 267. 1 3 4 I use the word conservative here to refer to laissez-faire economic approach, in contrast to the terms liberal, suggesing a policy of state intervention, and radical, meaning some form of socialism. In this analysis the term conservative is also appropriate from the jurisprudential perspective. The approach discussed here is based on the traditional and prevailing interpretations of Islamic jurisprudence. cant portion of Islamic jurisprudential studies. The treatises written on this topic are nearly all in Arabic and are presented in the complex format of jurisprudential studies. Therefore, they neither directly address the contemporary economic issues, nor are they within the reach of Iranian Muslim intellectuals and policy makers who generally have little background in Islamic jurisprudence.
On April 21, 1980, Ayatollah Khomeini declared that the Iranian universities are centers for propagating "Eastern and Western ideas."l35 In the weeks that followed, the universities were shut down; and the Cultural Revolution began. With Khomeini's directive, the Center for the Cooperation of Seminaries and Universities (Daftar-e hamkari-ye hozeh va daneshgah) was formed.136 The main effort of the Center was to prepare for the reopening of the universities by "reconstructing" textbooks in humanities and social sciences. Headed by a seminary teacher, Muhammad Taqi Mesbah-Yazdi, the Center began its work in the summer of 1981 at the Mo'asseseh-ye Rah-e Hag, an institute for religious propagation in Qum. The work of the Center was mainly concentrated on economics, and its contribution was Introduction to Islamic Economics. I37 This volume, written by the doctors of seminaries (modarressin hozeh-ye 'elmi-ye-henceforth, the Modarressin, a plural noun) with the assistance of a number of professional economists, addresses some contemporary issues in economic relations in the context of Islamic jurisprudence.
The Modarressin's presentation of the Islamic economic system turns the radical and the populist-statist interpretations on their heads, without directly discussing any of them. The Modarressin find Islamic jurisprudence quite compatible with the working of the market system and the maxims of neoclassical analysis. The Modarressin maintain that the objective of an Islamic economic system is to "ultimately, attain the maximum welfare."l" But this welfare is attained, they argue, in the context of social conflicts resulting from the "unlimited wants-limited recourses" dichotomy. 139 rights. 141 Unlike Banisadr, the Modarressin do not view natural resources as abundant. To them, it is only at the time of the return of the Hidden Imam that "the earth will bring out all of its resources and God's bounties will be abundant to the pious."lQ But before then, scarcity is a fact of life.
Once these suppositions are accepted, the availability of property rights to everyone in society becomes questionable, if not totally rejected. Therefore, the Modarressin are not hesitant to point out that the right to own property is exclusionary in principle,14' a striking contrast to Banisadr and Peyman, who draw only a hazy exclusionary fence around ownership of the means of production, and to Shariati and the Mojahedin, who consider private ownership as the foundation and manifestation of polytheism. The Modarressin argue that although the right to own private property is a legal convention, that right is based on the natural instinct of individuals for wanting to have control over the fruits of their 1 a b 0 r . l~~ Therefore, the Modarressin maintain that the claim that the source of property may have been coercive power (as Banisadr argues) not only does not negate the natural basis of private property rights but, in fact, supports this proposition. That is, according to the Modarressin, the need to resort to coercion to gather property indicates that individuals did not want to give up what they considered to be theirs. 145 The Modarressin accept the least restrictive jurisprudential interpretations on the limits of private property rights and market activities. They emphasize economic growth against social equity, set aside limitations on the use of wage labor, explicitly recognize the profit motive, and accept market price mechanism as fair and rational. The Modarressin, unlike Peyman, do not believe that a limit should be imposed on ownership of "fruits of nature." The jurisprudential debate centers around ownership of land and the exploitation of minerals.146 TO the Modarressin, economic growth takes precedence over equity considerations. They maintain that "the activity of those with more means should not be limited, because these limitations will hinder the growth of production in an Islamic society."147 More important, they argue, in opposition to Sadr, Peyman, and Banisadr, one's own direct labor does not set limits on the extent that one can benefit from the "fruits of nature." In other words, one may hire wage workers to bring land under cultivation and to extract minerals. They maintain that as long as workers receive "fair" wages, The inconsistency is resolved once we consider their analysis of wages and prices in a market economy. The Modarressin argue that if fair wages are paid, the value added to the land is exactly equal to the wages that the workers have received. Therefore, it makes no difference to the workers whether they receive the value added to the land or, after allowing for other costs, own the land, which may be sold for exactly the price equal to the wages paid to the workers.Is2 These arguments pull the pivotal pin out from the equity-based structure of private property in the populist-statist approach to Islamic economics. By limiting ownership of what is obtained from nature to the result of one's own direct labor, Sadr, Banisadr, and Peyman provided the basis for setting similar limits on property ownership drawn from other economic activities, where such limits are not explicitly addressed by Islamic jurisprudence. The Modarressin, however, see no limitation on the employment of wage labor and the accumulation of private property. To them, whatever individuals own is either based on their direct labor or by the use of their property which has its origin in their labor or the labor of those who have transferred such ownership to them.153 Therefore, as long as these activities and the transactions involved in these activities are legitimate, the ownership that results from them is also legitimate. The major unacceptable practices are usury, deceit, theft, production of intoxicants and pork, monopoly, collusion, and price fixing to comer the market.
The Modarressin make it explicit that Islam's praise for labor is not limited only to laborers and that it includes the more general notion of work. They even contend that Islam looks down on wage labor. Imam Sadeq (the Sixth Imam) said "whoever works for wages has limited his livelih0od."l5~ The Modarressin are of the opinion that in an Islamic society, "the individuals who possess the necessary aptitude and background would own their needed means of production to work independently, or in partnership with others in the cases that large capital is needed."l55 The degradation of wage labor is comple-14X Ibid., 143-44.
14"
Ibid., 274. I5O Ibid., Ibid., 303. mented with statements in praise of commerce. The Modarressin quote Imam Sadeq, who said that "trade adds to your wisdom," and Imam Mosa (the Seventh Imam), who said that "in the morning go to the bazaar, where you acquire dignity."i56
The Modarressin, nevertheless, maintain that employment of wage labor does not result in exploitation, as long as the workers receive "no more or less than the wage that they deserve."l57 However, according to Islamic precepts, wages must be negotiated between the worker and the employer. The major Islamic limitation in setting wages between the two parties are that first, wages must be determined before the worker is employed; second, the worker is paid immediately after the work is completed; and, third, the workers are assumed to have full knowledge of their rights and the "actual price of lab0r."I5~ Market wages and prices are perceived as the "fair" measure of value in exchange relations, and the free fluctuation of markets is regarded as necessary for "increasing the efficiency of the economic system."159 Therefore, whatever wages the employees receive are fair and equitable, as long as they correspond to the market rate. The Modarressin do not even recognize the market imperfection that may result in the less than perfectly competitive market analysis of neoclassical economics. Nor do they accept the common practices of setting minimum wages, maximum hours of work, or prohibiting child labor. For example, child labor is allowed as long as the father or paternal grandfather of the child consents. I60 The above analysis of the Modarressin is complemented by their emphasis on private incentive as a means for increasing the economy's 0utput.~6~ Higher output, they argue, will increase the scope for capital formation and further economic g r o~t h . 1~~
Thus, the Modarressin, in spite of their occasional condemnation of capitalism, trace the basic elements of a market economy as the blueprint for their ideal Islamic society. Although they recognize the existence of a state sector, the economy would be organized in the context of market relations based on individual self-interest and private initiatives.16Vurther-more, to cast away the stoic attitude of the radical and populist Muslim activists in the post-revolutionary period, the Modarressin engage in a lengthy discussion, pointing out that nothing is wrong with what may be viewed as luxurious consumption. They cite ample evidence that Muhammad and the Imams defended the use of luxury, as they themselves wore fine clothes and ornaments for special occasions, including prayers in the mosque.l64 They also argue that condemnation of esraf (excessive consumption) by Islam is not opposition to the enjoyment of wealth, the accumulation of which is quite legitimate to the Modarressin. They view esraf as a relative concept determined by one's social position and income. 16 wears what is not his, and buys what is not his," and interpret "his" to mean "appropriate for him."166 Similarly, they argue that a high level of personal consumption (possession) may not be regarded as esraf. Imam Mosa lends credence to the Modarressin's view that high personal consumption (possession) may be a sign of good economic judgment in using any item of consumption only for its most appropriate purpose. 167 The Modarressin's view of esraf is in striking contrast to the radical and populist view that condemns wealth and its manifestations in a revolutionary movement that aimed to achieve egalitarian social justice.
T R A D I T I O N A L V E R S U S D Y N A M I C J U R I S P R U D E N C E : T H E R A D I C A L D I M E N S I O N O F M U T A H H A R I
The legitimacy of any approach to the organization of an Islamic society must be sought in the Shari'a (the Islamic divine law). The bases of the Shari'a are, above all, the Quran and the tradition of Muhammad (sunna, Tradition). Ambiguities in the application of the Quran and Tradition to the contemporary problems of the time are resolved in the context of Islamic jurisprudence, a strong legal tradition developed in the centuries following Muhammad's death in A.D. 632. Islamic jurisprudence is the exclusive domain of the clergy, who gain the position of a mojtahed or a faqih (jurist) through a long and demanding academic training in the madares-e 'elmiyeh (scientific schools, or Islamic seminaries). By definition, a mojtahed is an authority on Islamic jurisprudence. Thus, from a legal perspective, the clergy view the opinions of non-jurists on Islamic jurisprudential issues as inconsequential and irrelevant. Islamic jurists address the matter bluntly. For example, Mutahhari states that as the diagnoses of diseases and prescription of medicine may be done only by trained physicians, interpretation of religious teachings is the exclusive realm of the experts.l69 The monopoly of the mojtaheds extends even to the arena of politics and policy making, which obviously have legal But a jurisprudential controversy has developed among the established clergy on the matter of the state's right to limit private property rights. The debate is centered around Sadr's view that in order to maintain "social balance," the state must have "free legislative realms." As I noted above, Sadr maintains that the sources of Islamic jurisprudence, particularly the Tradition of Muhammad, should be interpreted in their social-historical contexts.17' The basis of Sadr's argument is taqrir in Islamic jurisprudence. Taqrir means Muhammad's silence about certain activities which took place with his knowledge in his time.174 Muhammad's silence about these activities may be regarded as an indication of his consent. Sadr, however, argues that what Muhammad regarded as acceptable then may not be acceptable now. For example, then, individuals were free to make use of natural resources to the extent that they wanted and to engage in gainful market activities. Sadr argues that this does not suggest that economic activities in Islam are as free as in capitalism. He maintains that there is a fundamental difference between the Islamic economic system and capitalism. This difference, according to Sadr, was not revealed at the time of Muhammad, when the organization of production was based on a relatively simple technology. The difference became apparent, Sadr points out, when technological progress made exploitation of vast resources possible by those who could accumulate advanced machinery and equipment and the means for employing workers. This new mode of employment of resources, made possible with historical changes in the conditions of production, is not acceptable to Islam, according to Sadr. '75 Therefore, he argues that under the new historical circumstances, the state may limit certain forms of activities which were not limited at the time of Muhammad.
Mutahhari extends Sadr's contention about technological change into his own analysis of value theory and reaches a radical conclusion. Mutahhari contends that in modern capitalism machinery plays a role qualitatively different from that of tools in the earlier form of capitalism. Modern machinery has its own force of motion, so labor, as such, is needed only as a secondary factor of production to attend to the needs of machines. With simple tools, labor was the primary factor of production.176 But in modern capitalism, Mutahhari argues, it is not labor, as Marx believed, but machinery that creates "surplus v a l~e . "~7~ He immediately raises the question, who, then, can appropriate the surplus value created by machinery? His answer is that machinery is the product of history, and no individual can claim ownership over the technological advances that have resulted in creating the machine.178 From this analysis he concludes that modem machinery has given rise to a qualitative change in capitalism, which necessitates a reformulation of Islamic jurisprudence on economic and commercial relations. In Mutahhari's words:
The mojtaheds of the age have paid some attention to issues relating to banking, insurance, checks and discounting bills (safteh) as "newly formed problems" (masa'el-e mosdahdas). This is a radical departure from Islamic jurisprudential orthodoxy. Accepting Mutahhari's contention about machinery and "new capitalism" undermines the basis of traditional jurisprudential prescriptions for economic activities and necessitates imposing more restrictive limitations on private ownership of the means of production. Mutahhari himself states explicitly that when production of a commodity is not the outcome of only an individual's work, that commodity must be owned collectively. 180 Modem machinery is the clearest case of a collectively produced commodity which must be owned collectively, according to Mutahhari. Collective ownership of machinery would have serious implications for the organization of production in a market economy. Similarly, Mutahhari's contention about machinery may be extended to the use of public services, such as infrastructure and public utilities, in the production process. In this manner, little in the economy is produced without benefiting from the collective effort. Thus, Mutahhari opens the door to accepting collective ownership and extensive government control of the production process.
Apparently, toward the end of his life, Mutahhari was engaged in writing a book on the economics of Islam. His notes on such topics as "Economics," "Fundamentals of Property Rights in Islam," and "Islamic Economic Order" were not completed when he was assassinated in May 1979. In the heat of the debate on Islamic economic order in 1983, a collection of Mutahhari's notes were published under the title of An Overview of Fundamentals of Islamic Economics. 181 The publication of Mutahhari's manuscripts on economics created an uproar in the Bazaar and among the conservative modarressin of Qum seminaries. The book was immediately banned and withdrawn from the market, a serious offensive against a man whom Khomeini had eulogized as his own flesh and blood and whose books he had told students and intellectuals not to forget. 18* In spite of the clergy's praises that continue to call Mutahhari the intellectual pillar of the "Islamic revolution," his book is still banned in Iran. Only occasionally, Tehran newspapers publish excerpts from his notes on Islamic economics. It is an irony of history that Mutahhari received condemnations similar to those he himself extended to Shariati. It is also paradoxical that a man who was the foremost defender of Islamic orthodoxy has been viewed as a revisionist, if not a heretic, by the same clerical establishment that he defended against Shariati's attacks.
The need for reformulating Islamic jurisprudence in the light of capitalism's historical development, as Sadr and Mutahhari argue, became one of the major issues of debate among Muslim intellectuals and policy makers in postrevolutionary Iran. This was the "traditional versus dynamic jurisprudence" Cfiqh sunnati va fiqh poya) debate which brought the hard liners of the populist-statist tendency in confrontation with the proponents of the conservative approach. Both groups, however, appealed to Khomeini, who as a mojtahed and a major Source of Imitation had the constitutional designation of the Leader of the Revolution, to arbitrate between the opposing tendencies. In this context, it is essential to recognize Khomeini's views on economic questions.
Unlike others discussed above, Ayatollah Khomeini did not write a treatise on Islamic economics. However, as a mojtahed in the pre-revolutionary period, he dealt with some economic matters in his treatise, Tahrir al-Wasilah.183 Khomeini's decrees and interpretations, however, differ little from the rulings which constitute the basis of the views of the Modarressin. These jurisprudential rulings are quite consistent with those of the traditional views of Shi'i jurists and, therefore, represent a conservative position. There is little in these statements that can explain Khomeini's populist posture on many economic issues in the post-revolutionary years, as reflected in his numerous speeches and d e~1 a r a t i o n s . l~~ This has led some authors to reduce the inconsistencies between Khomeini's pre-revolutionary jurisprudential rulings and postrevolutionary statements to charges of opportunism and Machiavalian deceit, both standard cultural stereotypes of the Iranian clergy. The repeated swing of Khomeini between populist and conservative positions on economic matters lends even more support to the thesis of opportunism. The matter may be understood more clearly once we consider Khomeini's views in their socialhistorical context.
Khomeini's decrees in Tahrir al-Wasilah are the legal views of a mojtahed in a society under a non-Islamic state, in which the legal questions addressed to him and his responses to them are necessarily defined by the narrow and marginal domain of Islamic rule under such circumstances. A legal treatise like Tahrir al-Wasilah deals mainly with the matters of legal concern to the faithful in their private affairs in a non-Muslim state. Thus, it is not surprising that Khomeini's jurisprudential rulings deal extensively with such petty matters as the alms tax levied on women's necklaces. 185 Khomeini has, however, dealt directly with the more fundamental issues of the politico-economic organization and institutions of society in his pre-revolutionary political manifestos, mainly Kashf al-Asrar (1941) and Hokomat-e Eslami (1971 Although it is true that Khomeini did not specifically define the nature of an Islamic economy prior to the revolution, his view was that Islamic government may be established by appealing to the masses and mobilizing them to rid themselves of oppression and deprivation. He asks the clergy in 1970 to engage in political agitation:
Tell the truth about our situation to the masses in simple language; arouse them to enthusiastic activity, and turn the people in the street and bazaar, our clear-hearted workers and peasants, and our alert students into dedicated [Islamic warriors]. lgO It was only after the Islamic Republic was established that the specific aspect of an Islamic economy had to be explained to the "clear-hearted" masses of Iran. And then, Khomeini was the leader, the chief policy maker, who defined the structure of an economic system that a revolutionary movement was in the process of establishing in the midst of the ongoing social conflicts.
Khomeini repeatedly makes it explicit that "Islam has come to help the mostaz'afin (oppressed)."'9' Or that "in all of history, the mostaz'afin have come to the help of the prophets to put down the mostakbarin (oppressors)."lg2 However, his perception of oppression and the oppressed class is vague and frequently shifting. In 1977, in a famous speech to the seminary ln7 Khomeini, "Islamic Government," 62. Khomeini's dilemma, however, is that he accepts capital but rejects great wealth, that he accepts market relations but rejects capitalism.202 The dilemma is best reflected in his last will, signed in February 1983 and published in June 1989. On the one hand, he asks the Islamic Government to be concerned about the welfare of the "deprived and the oppressed," rather than that of "capitalists, land grabbers and higher classes who are comfortable and are swimming in pleasure and
In an even stronger tone he calls for the oppressed of the world to rise against the exploiters, oppressors, and ruling c l a s~e s . 2~Õn the other hand, he asks the Islamic Government to "respect the legitimate and limited private property rights," and to "give assurance to the people so that capital and constructive initiatives can have the chance to work . . . in small and large industries."205 He asks the wealthy classes to put their "justly earned wealth to work and initiate productive activities" and wishes that these classes would "provide housing and welfare for the ghetto dwellers," for "it is not fair that someone has no place to live while another owns many apartment buildings. " 20h Khomeini, in his last will, restates his formulation of an Islamic balance while attempting to identify the lines of deviation on either "extreme":
Islam does not approve of an oppressive and unbridled capitalism that deprives the oppressed masses who suffer under tyranny. On the contrary it firmly rejects it both in The content of the talk was publicized in a Friday prayer sermon by Ayatollah MosaviArdebili, then the Chief of the Supreme Court (Divan-e "Ali-ye Keshvar). See Kayhan (November 9, 1985) . 202 Mazhini, a Khomeini follower, pointed out that Khomeini accepts capital and rejects capitalism. See Mohsen Mazhini, "Sarmayeh, Sarmayehdari va Sarmayehdaran," in Kayhan (June 9, 1992 On matters of economics principles Khomeini is quite close to the interpretation of Ommatiha discussed above. In fact many of the so-called Students of the Emam's Path (daneshjoyan-e khat-e Emam), who occupied some key political posts in the 1980s, were indistinguishable on their economic policy positions from the Ommat sympathizer, whose organization was dissolved in the post-1982 repression of the opposition and were considered almost as unacceptable as the Mojahedin. Similarly, Mojahedin-e Enqelab-e Eslami, another segment of the populist faction of the Islamic Republic, subscribed to a set of policy positions similar to those of Ommatiha while relying on statements and declarations of Khomeini. Khomeini was, however, challenged by the conservative establishment of the clergy, mainly the mojtaheds and Grand Ayatollahs (Sources of Imitation), who relied on the received Islamic jurisprudential tradition to block the legal reforms implied by the political positions of Khomeini. Khomeini, who was a product of this religious establishment and drew his authority from it, never dared to break away from it.
Formally, Khomeini's jurisprudential authority as the vali-ye faqih was no more than the other foqaha (plural of faqih). This tenet of Shi'i institution is explicitly recognized in Khomeini's Hokomat-e Eslami. He states "there is no hierarchy that ranks one faqih above another, or endowing one with more authority than another."*08 So the conflict turned into a long process of political maneuvering, with Khomeini attempting to steer his way through the contradiction between popular expectations of the revolutionary masses against the limits of Islamic jurisprudential traditi0n.~09 This contradiction was itself the manifestation of a deep social conflict within a society struggling for a social transformation. The Islamic revolutionary slogans had recognized nearly all social classes, with the exception of the highest strata of the bourgeoisie, as the members of the oppressed class, which is to inherit the earth and have at least adequate food, housing, education, health, and a decent paying job. The arithmetic of social transformation is straight forward theoretically but painful and complex practically.
The jurisprudential dispute commenced when a land reform bill was passed by the Revolutionary Council on September 16, 1979, and amended by that same council on December 2, 1979. The bill, as amended, not only provided for redistributing mawat land and government-owned land but also "the large Khomeini's death: Your Eminence the Imam! Ten Years after the Islamic Revolution, the society is ready and has the right to ask you to form a council of the ulama. the learned, the Islamic economists and experts knowledgeable with the economies of the East and the West, to present to the world the unadulterated Muhammadan Islamic vlew on economics. With this, you will certainly prevent the confrontations among the children of the R e v o l~t i o n .~~~ prevailed. The Islamization of Pakistan under Zia ul-Haq and Sudan under Ja'far al-Nomayri and Hasan al-Bashir have already provided examples of this form of economic Islamization. The deceptive performance of these Islamization efforts has been well documented.21' The Islamic Republic of Iran became the first instance in modern history in which social forces were mobilized to reconstruct an egalitarian utopia that was believed to have existed in the Golden Age of Islam. The utopia is lost. As with any lost utopia, there are sobering lessons to be learned.
